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TEAMWORK AND DECISIONMAKING IN KOW-YOO-HAHMOTOR
COMPANY (THAILAND): A 1999 CASE STUDY
This is a case study on the detection of differences that have occurred in the
structure and process that support effective teamwork and decision making among
branches: Khonkaen Yone, Sarakram, Leiy, and Head office in Kow-Yoo-HahMotor
company (Thailand.) A comparative approach was considered to use in this research. The
data collected from the four different branches were compared to each other in order to
find out how they are different.
The instrument used in this case study was the organization Team survey
instrument developed by Boone and kilmann. The purpose of this case study was to look
at differences that occurred among the four branches in the company in 1999. The survey
was conducted in January 1 999 at the four branches ofKow-Yoo-Hah Motor Company
(Thailand.) The questionnaires were administered to employees currently working at the
company. Participation was done on a volunteer basic, and individual confidentiality was
maintained. There were 35 participants in Khonkaen branch, 52 participants in Sarakram
branch, 36 participants in Leiy branch, and 52 participants in Head office.
The questionnaire is composed of four parts. Part I, the respondents were briefly
asked to describe their jobs. In Part II, there are forty-six random place questions. The set
of forty-six questions was divided in ten main factors: factor1 -Multiple Input and
Alternatives, factor 2- Problem Identification, factor 3-Rewards for good decision, factor
4-Use of group efforts, factor 5 -Politics, factor 6 Resource Adequacy, factor 7-leadership
ofMembers, factor8-Flexibility in Work performance, factor 9-Restrain for Decision
Making, and factor 10-Ideas in workplace.
The data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS.) Significant differences of factors between the four branches were determined
using group
T-value. T-value and P-Values between 0.1 and 0.01 were used to detect any
significant differences. Consequently, fifteen comparisons were found to have
statistically significant differences.
Between Khonkaen Yone and Sarakram branches, there were significant
differences in factor 2-Problem Identification (mean = 3.8:3.55, T-value
= 203, df
=





76.99, p-value = 0.005), factor 6-Resource adequacy (mean
= 3.56: 3.27, T-
value




1.83, df= 74.84, p-value = 0.071) Between Khonkaen Yone and
Leiy branches, the significant differences were in factor 5 -Use of the group efforts (mean






0.004) , and factor 9-Restrain for
decision making ( mean







Between Khonkaen Yone and Head office, Factor 2-problem identification ( mean
= 3.8 :
3.48. T-value = 2.45, df
= 79.81, p-value
=
0.017), factor 3-Reward for good decision
(mean = 3.76 : 3.41, T-value
= 2.21, df
= 79.81, p-value = 0.031), factor 6-Resource
adequacy (mean
= 3.56 : 3.31, T-value
= 2.51, df= 83.46, p-value
=
0.014), and factor 7-
Leadership ofmembers ( mean




64.83, p-value = 0.499)
were found to have significant differences. Between Sarakram and Leiy branches, factor
m





0.064), factor 4-Use of group efforts (mean






0.007), and factor 9-Restrain for decisionmaking (mean
= 2.47: 2.85, T-value
= -
2.45 df= 74.03, p-value = 0.017) were found to have significant differences. Between
Sarakram and Head office, only factor 7 Leadership (mean
= 4.17: 3.9, T-value
= 1.91, df
=
99.79, p-value = 0.059) was found to have significant difference. Between Leiy branch
and Head office, factor 4-Use of group efforts (mean
= 3.28 : 2.9, T-value
= 2.55, df
=
81.78, p-value = 0.014) was the only one to have significant differences.
Part III of the questionnaire asked for ranking the top five problem areas in each
branch of the company. In Head office, Company policy and strategies was considered to
be the first big problem. The second big problem was Finance and budgeting. The third
problem was Motivation to do job better. The fourth problem was Adequate training to
do job and the last problem was Personal.
The recommendation for this study is that the company should find out
and understand employee expectations in order to have employees satisfy its customers,
and solve their current top problems.
IV
Acknowledgment
I would like to thank Dr. Stockham for his guidance through the duration ofmy project. I
would like to thank to Mr. Prayoon andMr. Prayong for providing a convenience to
conduct a survey at Kow-Yoo-HahMotor Company (Thailand.) I would like to thank you
to all ofmy friends: Peter, Som, Satoko and phaphan for their helps. Furthermore, I
would like to thank to Tui to encourage and help me to complete my project. The final





TABLE OF CONTENTS vi
CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION












Long Range Consequences 10
Definition of terms 10
CHAPTER II: LITERA TURELEVIEW 12
The significance ofTeamwork 12
Team Building 12
VI
Group-Team DecisionMaking Environment 14
CHAPTER III: RESULTS AND FINDING 18
Results and finding 18
Ranking of the five problem areas 29







Table 1 1 : detailed t-Test comparisons of factor means between
Khonkaen Yone branch and Sarakram branch 46
Table12: detailed t-Test comparisons of factor means between
Khonkaen Yone branch and Leiy branch 47
Table 13: detailed t-Test comparisons of factormeans between
Khonkaen Yone branch and Head office 48
Table 14: detailed t-Test comparisons of factor means between
Sarakram branch and Leiy branch 49
Table 15: detailed t-Test comparisons of factor means between
Sarakram branch and Head office 50
Table 16: detailed t-Test comparisons of factor means between





1 . Demographic Data of respondents 20
2. Sex of respondents by branches 21
3 . Age of respondents by branches 22
4. Comparison of factor means between Khonkaen Yone and Sarakram branches23
5. Comparison of factor means between Khonkaen Yone and Leiy branches 24
6. Comparison of factor means between Khonkaen Yone and Head office 26
7. Comparison of factormeans between Sarakram and Leiy branches 27
8. Comparison of factor means between Sarakram and Head office 28
9. Comparison of factor means between Leiy branch and Head office 29




KOW-YOO-HAH Motor Inc. is an automotive dealership being known as the
number one in market share in the Northeast ofThailand. This leadership has an auto service
center for owner maintenance and check up. This shows that the company also wants to satisfy
and maintain customers after the sale. According to the auto service center, most customers are
satisfied with the condition of their cars. Some people may complain about certain issues such as
tardiness in service delivery, the price of a spare part or not doing what the customer originally
wanted done. For all the complaints gaps sometimes exist in the procedures used because of a
lack of teamwork. Nowadays the company needs to think ofways to satisfy and maintain its
customers since customers have many choices. The first step that the company should do is
understanding
employees'
attitudes and finds out what they want before having them satisfy their
customers.
Mr. Vinyu Kuvanant, the president ofKow-Yoo-Hahmotor company, and his spouse,
Mrs. Malin, started the automobile business where they were the distributors of spare parts for
the Isuzu automobile. From the start, they had less than twenty employees. Because if the hard
work and the vision of the presidents, the business has been growing from a small car distributor
to on of the largest leading automobile distributor in the Northeast region ofThailand. The
company also expanded its business into other commercial fields
such as agriculture,
construction and real estate, insurance, resort and hotel, and tourism. The management system at
the Kow-Yoo-Hah motor company picks each person with the right skills for the right job. Until
the present day, the company has still worked under the policy of "giving the customer the best
quality, price, and
service"
When an organization grows large, it is hard for the family management to go over and
solve problems in every department. Processes set forth by a company management sometimes
fails to produce an adequate result because the company rarely examines the end results of its
performance. The company does not directly take
customers'
complaints into consideration in
improving the performance process. What is even worse is that sometimes the company realizes
the complaints but does not think that it is profit generating. Some companies concentrate on
service only at the selling point. In fact, service after the sale is also important to the company
because the company can increase profit from the auto service center. Furthermore, it is probable
that satisfied customers will come back and buy cars from the same company, or they might give
a good recommendation about the company to someone who wants to buy a car. On the other
hand, the company might loose its customers for future sales. This is simply because customers
may be dissatisfied with the services received with their first purchase. Failure to cooperate as a
team in the process leaves gaps during the service process. For instance, when customers want to
buy cars, how can they find information, and whom can they talk to (operators, sales, managers,
mechanics, financial officers, insurance officers etc.)? Before and after the sale is closed,
employees in their departments need to work together as a team in order to get the task done.
Problems can occur anywhere in the process even if the process in place. If everyone in the team
gets along well together, problems can be solved easily and the task can be done quickly.
Therefore, this study looks into the working environment. The measurement ofvariables
in the working environment is important because they can affect individuals directly and
indirectly through physical features, organizational structure and policy, supra personal factors
and social climate (Moos, 1986)
Background
Most of the questions in the questionnaires are a critical incident questionnaires
developed by Larry W. Boone and Ralph H. Killeen in order to measure the kinds ofdecisions
made and the structures and processes supporting them in an organizational environment.
Janet Barnard (1992) adapted the questionnaire. Her research named "Decision
Environment ofSmall Firms Experiencing Different Rates of
Growth"
It was to measure how
decision-making variables work together to affect organizational success.
In 1993, Joanna Liu used an adapted version of the "Organizational Team
Survey"
in a
pilot study that measured the decision-making environment in the meeting planning industry.
This survey has been using as a continued project in the hotel industry in Rochester, NY.





decision-making structures and processes in two hotels in Rochester, NY. In 1995, the
instrument was use by Donald Stubblebine to show the differences in the process and structure
that supported the organizational decisions from 1994-1995. In 1996, Nikhila Sridhar conducted
the same instrument to compare the result between 1994 and 1996. At the same time, Salaya
Chermsirivattana used the same psychometric instrument to compare decision and process at a
local 210 room between 1994 and 1996, and 1995 and 1996.
Problem statement
In this day and age, a company needs to think ofways to satisfy and maintain its customers
since customers have many choices. Employees are a significant part of a company's image, and
when everyone on the team enjoys working together, it results in effective performance.
Kow-
Yoo-Ha company is running its business as a family one, even though executives always say that
they are working as a team. Employees have to do what
manager"
r~_t wants without discussion.
This might discourage employees from working effectively. As a result, the management does
not know what levels of teamwork and decisionmaking systems are present in its branches of the
company.
Purpose
The purpose of the study is to analyze the collaboration of teamwork and decision
making by using the Organization Team Survey and looking at the attitude of employees at the
Kow-Yoo-Hah company. By so doing, the study aims to measure level of teamwork performance
in the work environment of various branches of the company.
Significance
Undeniably, customers have choices; it is impossible to avoid competition. Furthermore,
the competition can become fierce. Under today's highly competitive market, it is easy to loose
customers to competitors if a company ignores good business practices. Everyone is a vital part
of the company and should be diligent about implementing its service plan to become the first
choice for customers. For sure, teamwork is important and demonstrates company pride. That is
why this study points out the
importance of teamwork and decision making. The study might be
4
ofvalue to readers interested in the automotive dealership business or they can apply it to their
own business.
Methodology
The project was a case study on detecting differences among four branches of
Kow-Yoo-
Hah motor company. This case study is considered to be comparative research conducted in a
present perspective among four branches of the company.
There are ten factors in this survey: (Multiple inputs and alternative, Problems
identification and Organization, Rewards for good decision, Use of group efforts, Bureaucratic
blocks and politics, Resource Adequacy, Leadership, flexibilities, restraints, and ideas) affecting
the employee's decision-making process in the workplace. The data received from the
questionnaire was correlated through the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
program.
Sample
The sample of this research are all employees currently v. dicing at branch 1 (Khonkaen
Yone), branch 2 (Sarakram), branch 3 (Leiy) and the Head office ofKow-Yoo-Hah motor
company.
Instrument
Eighty percent of this questionnaire was developed by Boone and Kilman (1991). The
rests were taken from the "Team-Work & Team-Roles
Inventory"
survey which developed by
Dr. Frederick S. Mumma. In order to adjust to the topic (Teamwork and the Decision-making
environment) The survey is composed of four parts.
Part I, employees were asked to write briefly about their job.
Part II consisted of a critical incident questionnaire of46 questions and randomly
displayed. The questions are divided into ten factors that contribute to the effectiveness of team
work and decision making in workplace. The following are ten factors and Cronbach's alpha
value that measures the internal consistency of the items in each factor.
1 . Inputs: Multiple inputs and alternatives (.68)
Availability and use of information from many sources
Generation and consideration ofmany possible solutions to problems
Willingness of decision makers to try new ideas and take some risks
Freedom to disagree with management
Management support to carry out decision
2. Problems: Problem identification and organization (.69)
Accuracy ofproblem identification
Establishment of clear objectives as basis for decisions
Efficient problem solving skills ofdecision makers
Accuracy of information from all parts of the organization
The case of getting things done by decision-makers.
3. Rewards: Rewards for good decisions(.63)
Relationship between rewards and new ideas
- Effectiveness ofperformance measures
- Motivational outcomes of the reward and recognition system
4. Teamwork: Use ofGroup efforts (.62)
- Use of individuals vs. groups in decision making
- Regulation of decisions by a few powerful people or uppermanagement
-
Opportunity for input from others
5. Politics: Bureaucratic blocks and politics (.72)
- Degree that "red
tape"
and the politics and procedures will control decisions
- Resistance to change because of costs
- Political activity associated with decisions in the organization
6. Resources: Resources adequacy (.67)
Access to and reliability of equipment used by decision makers
Adequacy ofphysical resource to support the decisionmaking process
7. Leadership: Leadership ofmembers
Ability to solve problems
Accept good suggestions that the team makes
Support the group heading towards the goal
Respect in everyone's point of view.
8. Flexibility: Flexibility in work performance
- Management flexibly helps employees find several ways to approach the
assignment
- Relaxation in the workplace
9. Restrain: Hold back for making decision
-
Ability to work with confidence
- Care about team members too much
- Avoid taking leadership role
10. Ideas: Attitude in the workplace
- Believe that they are meaningful to the team
Access ideas if they are poor quality
Creativity on the job
Part III, there are thirteen problem areas listed in the section. The respondents are
supposed to select the top five problem areas to their branches, and rank them in order from
one being the highest problem area to five being the lowest problem area.
Part IV is the additional part which gives the demographic information such as sex, age,
number ofyears working in the company, and number of years working in this current
position.
The questionnaire (see appendix A) was subsequently translated in Thai.
Administration
The instrument was used for surveying employees in branch 1, branch 2, branch 3, and
branch 4 ofKow-Yoo-Hahmotor company in January 1999. The instrument was administered to
all employees at the time they were working in their branches. Participation was on a volunteer
basis and confidentiality was maintained.
Data Analysis
The data found were statistically analyzed through group t-test to find the difference between
factormeans in branches ofKow-Yoo-Hah motor company.
Hypothesis
A reasonable expectation of this study was that the structure and processes that support
teamwork and organization decision making from branch 1 to branch2, branch 1 to branch.3,
branch 1 to branch4, branch2 to branch3, branch2 to branch4, and branch3 to branch4 were the
same. The hypothesis that was tested was as follows.
Hypothesis:
Ho: Factor Mean Branchl=Factor Mean Branch2
(There was no difference of factor means between branches in 6 comparisons)
Ha: Factor Mean Branch 1^FactorMean Branch2
(There were differences of factormeans between branches in 6 comparison)
Branch 1 = Khonkaen Yone Branch2
= Sarakram




This research should be conducted apart from my bias toward or against the company
since all of the questions were within the boundary that was made for the hypothesis.
It is assumed that both company and employees are dealing with each other fairly, so the
survey is not designed to involve the compensation policy of the company. It is also assumed
that the meaning of the questions was not lost during translating into the Thai language.
Scope and Limitation
This case study only looked at differences on teamwork and decision making structures
of the four branches ofkow-Yoo-HahMotor company (Thailand) in 1999. Another limitation
was that the participants represented from all employees of the company should be able to read
and understand the questionnaire.
Long Range Consequence
The consequences of this study should demonstrate the relationships between the impact
of performance and the significance of teamwork. If the hypothec ;s is proved by the sample, the
impact of this study will be vital to the company to solve the problems. Another problem that the
company has not known before might occur during the interview; moreover, this might be the
chance for the company to resolve the problem.
Definition of team
1 . Longitudinal study: A research over a period of time to measure the rate of change in a
sample.
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2. T-test: The statistical procedures used to test whether two means or averages are the same or
not.
3. Critical incident (psychometric) survey: A technique ofmental measurement that time.
(Stubblebine, 1995)
4. Team building: The process of intentionally creating a team a newly formed or existing
group ofpeople.
5. Team: It generally means a group ofpeople who work, play, or act together to achieve a
common objective.
6. Teamwork: It generally used in business. Teamwork is formed to work together as a team.





The topic to be reviewed is composed of the following:
- The significance ofTeamwork
- Team Building
- Group-Team DecisionMaking Environment
The significance ofTeamwork
In the field ofbusiness, teamwork is "a group of individuals working together to reach a
common
goal."
(Tenner, Dotoro, 1992) The goal ofbusiness mostly is to maintain market shares,
to increase customer satisfaction or improve the overall performance through cooperation and
collaboration. Only members involve in teamwork drive the company to reach a goal such as
increasing an organization's capability, improve performance or enhances customer
relationships. (Ortiz, 1996). In Human Resource focus, there are 6 steps: Planning, business
focus, communications, teamwork, commitment, and benchmarking. Business found that
teamwork is not a one shot quick approach; it must have been around since the beginning of the
business, and it is the sharing of responsibilities and decision-making in the business. Whenever
a business ignores the performance and people in Teamwork, the business suffers.
Building Teamwork
A business is started by teamwork. In the beginning, everyone in the company knows
what the performance standards are and they try to reach it. People in an organization sometimes
12
forget the purpose of their work. The best ways to help people is to find materials at work,
getting them closer to the organization.
Tenner and Irving talk about guidelines for building teamwork to increase customer's
satisfaction. Information: Businesses need to understand the goal and know the current issues
that the company is facing before the team starts working to solve the problem. The goal and the
problem that the team needs to know should be written in a document. It consists of three parts: a
general description of the problem or opportunity to be addressed, the expected outcome and the
boundaries.
When jobs have been done, customers are satisfied. Members in organizations should
receive benefits for improving the quality ofwork life, developing personal skills, rotational job
opportunities, and increasing power to make decisions (empowerment).
I would like to talk about when people from several places come to work together as a
team. Before a job is started, team members might need time to get to know each other. The
team is not easy to start. Participation ofmembers is important for the decision making, skill is
also required for individuals to fit the role they are given. Members will increase their expertise
as they are trained in one or several of the disciplines.
"Having employees discuss quality customer relationshipj and guidelines to develop
them can help us implement the pull system and job flexibility program"(Beatrice, 1993.)
Before teams implement customer relationships, the organization first needs to cultivate
employee relationships then they apply it to customers.
Managers prepare jobs for the team. When they know the goal of the organization, they
need to know the limit of their responsibilities by structuring jobs with overlapping
responsibilities, laying out the work area so that they can see one anther's work and designing
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procedures with different jobs. For these reasons, they are better able to collaborate. When the
executives assign jobs to a team, they should not overlook the way employees behave and work
with one another. They should to assume that their organization simply is structured from the
process of the department. It might cause people to relinquish their function.
Group-Team Decision Making Environment
This part is a summary ofa literature reviews of the a
con+;
aued research ofDecision
Making Environment ofhotels in Rochester, NY which were written by stubblebine (1994),
Chermsirivattana (1996), and Sridhar (1996). The topics include Quality Circle, Total Quality
Management, Self-Managing Teams, Benchmarking, customer comes second, empowerment,
Longitudinal Study, DecisionMaking, Workplace Environment, andManagement Theories. The
following briefly review all of their concepts.
Stubblebine'
s literature review shows historical issues that have shaped the decision-making
process in an organization. At the time he wrote his research, he believed that a traditional
organization was not considered to be ofuse anymore. He pointed out that the trends ofdecision
making over time has shifted from Quality Circles to Total Quality Management to a Self-
Managing Team.
Quality Circle is a small team ofvolunteers who meets regularly to find and solve quality
problems. The most important benefit of quality circles is the effect on personal attitude and
behavior. On the other hand, Quality Circle sometimes could not be used effectively. The major
problem was from a team's inability to gain a perspective or adapt to an external problem. For
this reason, Total Quality Management became used in decision-making activities. It is a system
of activities directed at achieving satisfied customers, empowering employees, higher revenues,
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and lower costs (stubblebine, 1995). Total Quality Management in his research touched on the
use of group decision-making by using six factors ofBoone and Kilmann's research, which
impacts the effectiveness ofdecisionmaking in work organizations. In order to adjust to the
period of time, a Self-Managing Team became more popular to deal with decision making in
existent organizations. Self-DirectedManaging is a group of two or more people who share
decision power and responsibilities for significant aspects of their individual job. Therefore, a
self-managing team will not be successful if the organization does not provide the clear purposes
and resources necessary to team development and introduction, and also the condition, which
enables the team to continue developing in order to meet their goals. In addition, Benchmarking
should be considered as way of copying some other processes or products. It is ameasure of a
decisionmaking process.
Salaya's literature review is the third year research in Decision-Making Environment.
There are additional past from Koo (1994), and Stubblebline (1995)'s research
Customers Come Second, TQM movement will be effective if an organization
understands who customers are and what their needs are as well as understanding their
employee's needs. In another word, companies become interested in employee needs.
Organizations have learned that meeting their employee's expectations directly affects an
employee's ability to meet their customer's expectations. This means that if an organization can
satisfy the physical, psychological, and educational needs of its employees, employees then will
be better able to satisfy the needs of their customers.
Psychologists point out that people both feel and perform better when their perceived
control is high and that people seem to cope far better when they believe that they have an ability
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to control adverse events (Salaya, 1996). Koo pointed out that empowerment deal with
participates management techniques by objectives, quality circles, and goal setting by
subordinates as the means of sharing power. It is motivational with a emphasis on personal
efficiency. To prove the importance of empowerment, Salaya touched on that by providing trust
and support, information, resources and training, follow-up measurements, and reinforcement to
employees, then companies can successfully create an empowerment environment.
McHenry gave defined a Self-Directed Team as a highly group fully responsible for
turning out a well-defined segment of finished work. Before implementing a self-directed team
measurement, an organization needs to ensure that the support management is provided.
Therefore, the team will work most effectively when members understand what is important, and
by being responsible to their jobs. The most important thing is that an organization should
prepare its goal clearly and communicate it well to its members.
In Sridhar's literature review, she updated information that is significant in Decision-
Making Environment. The additional topics were Decision-Making, Team Environment and
Management Theory. By using a "organizational team
survey"
to identify the decision making
process in an organization. They found two interesting solutions L- the questionnaire. It indicated
the theoretical model to be several factors, but separate steps in the decision making process and
the identification of several factors which relate to the non rational decision making in an
organization. It also involves the basics of clear objectives, provision ofmanagement support
and recognizing effective lines of communication and authority. It is true that decision-making
can not be made independently and also it is trues that bureaucratic block and politics in
organizations hamper an effective the decision making environment. Management needs to be
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more aware of these unexpected activities effecting to decisionmaking process in an
organization. Thus a strong organization can happen when management is appreciative of the
need to develop a complete package of structure and processes which form the environment
conducive to the environment.
The team Environment is everything that happens in a team organization. Based on an
alternative philosophical premise many practices now are associated with high performance,
such as self-managing work teams, flexibility in job assignments, performance incentives,
external contracting, greater concern about company culture,
env:
-^nment and commitment of
employees evident in the early years of industrialization. When an organization calls itself a
team, team leaders should not be the ones telling members how and what to do. Performance
should come out by people brainstorming which should be the best way to solve problems in
the team. However, the team still needs clear concepts to make team members understand their
duties and goals.
Many experts wrote Management Theory in their own styles. Sridhar brought up theories of
James Moncrieff and Janet Smallwood. There are three strategic styles that have dominated the
last three decades. It is "the planning
style"







in 1990. There were three organizational skills that were essential for the future:




The purpose of this study is to analyze the collaboration of teamwork and decision
making by using the Organization Team Survey, and looking at the attitude of employees at the
Kow-Yoo-Hahmotor company in Thailand. The results show the factor means comparisons of
branches ((1,2), (1,3), (1,4), (2,4), (2,4), and (3,4)) in Kow-Yoo-Hah Motor Company. Eighty
percent of questions in the questionnaires were accommodated from Organization Decision
Making research by Boone and Kilmann, (1991). The writer provided the rest of all questions in
order to adjust to the case study.
Table 1 shows demographic information of the overall organization. The demographics
that are shown on the Table 1 are Sex of employees, Age of employees, Years ofworking in this
company, Years ofworking in this position, and Branches ofKow-Yoo-Hah
Table 2 shows sex of respondents by branches. Table 3 shows age of respondents by
branches. Tables 6-1 1 show factor mean comparisons among the branches, which are analyzed
from part II in the questionnaires. Fifteen comparisons were found to have statistically
significant difference. The answers of the questionnaire were analyzed through group t-test with
p-value between 0.10 to 0.01. The survey uses a Likert scale of 1 to 5 is used by ranging from 1
being strongly disagreed to strongly agreed.
Part III in the questionnaires shows range ofproblem areas. The scale 1 to 5 was used by
ranking from 1 being the most concerned problem to 5 being the least concerned problems.
Therefore, the means showing on table 8 which are closest to 5 are considered to be the issue of
18
most concern while the means that are fifth largest are considered to be the issue of least
concern.
Demographic information of the overall organization are shown in Table 1 . The
demographics are listed as the following:
1. Sex of employees: from all the respondents, there were females
= 54.3 %, andMale
= 45.7%




61.1%), 36-45 year old = 16%), (46-55 year old = 2.9%)
3. Number ofyears working in this company: From all the respondents, respondents have
worked for the company for (0-3 years
=
43%), (4-6 years
= 27.4%), (7-9 years
=
10.3%),
(10-12 years = 10.3%), and (13 and over = 8.6%)
4. Number ofyears working in the current positions: From all the respondents who have
worked in this position for (0-3 years = 62.9%), (4-6 years
= 25.1%), (7-9 years = 4%), (10-
12 years = 3.4%), 13 years and over = 4.6%)
5. Branches ofkow-Yoo-Hahmotor company: From 175 respondents, 20 percent were from
Khonkaen Yone branches, 29.7 percent from Sarakram branch, 20.6 percent from Leiy
branch, and 29.7 percent from Head office.
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Table 1: Demographic Data of respondents
Types Data ofRespondents














13 and under 8.6 15












From 175 respondents, table2 shows that there were 20 females and 15 males in
Khonkaen Yone branch, 23 females and 29 males in Sarakram branch, 27 females and 9 males in
Leiy branch, and 25 females and 27 males in the Head office. There were 54.3% female and 45.7
% male
Table 2: Sex of respondents by branches
Sex Khonkaen Yone Sarakram Leiy Head office Total/%
Female 20 23 27 25 95/54.3











Table 3 displays age ofrespondents by branches. Seven participants at Khonkaen Yone
branch, six participants at Sarakram branch, twelve participants in Leiy branch, and ten
participants at Head office were in the age of 25 and younger, twenty participants at Khonkaen
Yone, thirty-nine participants at Sarakram branch, twenty-two participants in Leiy branch, and
twenty-six participants at Head office were between 26-35 years old. Six participants at
Khonkaen Yone, six participants at Sarakram branch, two participants in Leiy branch, and
fourteen participants at Head office were between 36-45 years old. Two participants at Khonkaen
Yone, only one participants at Sarakram branch, and two
participants at Head office were
between 36-45 years old.
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Table 3; Age of respondents by branches
Age Khonkaen Yone Sarakram Leiy Head office Total/%
under 25 7 6 12 10 35/20.0
26-35 20 39 22 26 107/61.1
36-45 6 6 2 14 28/16.0












significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 1 : Factor Means between Branchl (Khonkaen) and Branch2 (Sarakram)
Between branchl and 2 comparison, there were four significant differences in the means.
In factor 2- Problem Identification and Organization, the P-value was 0.045 with a t-value of
2.03. P-value is significant at the 0.05 level. The mean of factor 2 in branch 1 (3.8) was higher
than the mean in branch 2 (3.55) displaying degree of freedom at 73.76. In
factor3- Rewards for
Good Decision, the P-value was 0.005 with t-value of2.89. P-value is significant at the 0.01
level. The mean of factor3 in branchl (3.76) was higher than the mean of factor 3 in branch 2
(3.25) In factor 6- Resource Adequacy, the P-value was 0.007 with a t-value of2.81. P-value is
significant at the 0.01 level. The mean of factor6 in branchl (3.56) was higher than the mean in
branch2 (3.27). In Factor8- Flexibility in workplace, P-value was 0.071 with t-value of 1.83. P-
value is significant at the 0.10 level. The mean of factor8 in branchl (3.31) is higher than the
mean in branch 2 (3. 1 1 )
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Among the rest of the factors, there was no significance. The p-value ranged from 0.005
to 0.912.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)
Table 4: Comparison of factormeans between Khonkaen Yone branch (#1) and
Sarakram branch (#2)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)

















1.83 74.84 0.071 *
*
significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 2: Comparison of factor means between branch 1 and branch 3
Between branch 1 and 3 comparison, two significance was detected. In Factor 4- Use
group of efforts (Team), the p-value was 0.004 (t-value of -2.95) showing significant at 0.01
level. The mean ofbranch 1 was 2.8, which was higher than branch 3 (2.28). It showed degree of
freedom at 68.07.
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In Factor 9- Hold back for making decision (Restrain), the p-value was 0.036 (t-value
of-
2.14) which is significant at 0.05 level. It showed 68.09 degree of freedom. The mean of
branch 1 was 2.5, which was lower than the mean in branch 3 (2.85).
Among the rest of the factors, there was no significance. The p-value ranged from 0.004
to 0.809.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)
Table 5: Comparison of factor means between Khonkaen Yone branch (#1) and
Leiy branch (#3)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)
Mean T-value df p-value
1 35 2.8
Teams Vs -2.95 68.07 0.004 ***
3 36 3.28
1 35 2.5




significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 3: Comparison ofFactor means between branch 1 and branch 4
Between branch 1 and branch 4 comparison, there were four significant differences
among factors.
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In Problem Identification and Organization factor, the p-value was 0.017 (t-value of2.45)
which shows significant at 0.05 level. The degree of freedom was 79.81. It shows that the mean
ofbranch 1 (3.8) was higher than the mean ofbranch 4 (3.48).
In Rewards for Good Decision factor, the p-value is 0.031 (t-value of2.21) which shows
significant at 0.05 level. The mean ofbranch 1 (3.76) was higher than the mean in branch 4
(3.41) with the degree of freedom at 63.48.
In Resource Adequacy factor, the p-value was 0.029 (t-value of2.23) which shows
significant at 0.05 level. The mean ofbranch 1 (3.56) was higher than the mean ofbranch 4
(3.31), displaying 65.90 degree of freedom. >
In Leadership factor, the p-value was 0.014 (t-value if2.51) which shows significant at
0.05 level. The mean ofbranch 1 (4.24) was higher than the mean ofbranch 4 (3.90) showing
83.92 degree of freedom.
Among the rest of the factors, there was no significance. The p-value ranged from
0.014 to 0.594.
(A detailed listing of all values for this category is in Appendix B)
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Table 6: Comparison of factor means between Khonkaen Yone branch (#1),
and Head office (#4)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)






















significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 4: Comparison of factor means between branch 2 and branch 3
Between branch 2 and 3 comparison, there were three significant differences in
the mean among factors.
In Rewards for Good Decision factor, the p-value was 0.064 (t-value of-1.88) which
shows significant at 0.10 level. The mean ofbranch 2 (3.25) was lower than the mean ofbranch
3 (3.55) displaying 85.04 degree of freedom.
In Use ofGroup Efforts factor, the p-value was 0.007 with a t-value of -2.78 which
shows significant at 0.01 level. The mean ofbranch 2 (2.92) was lower than the mean ofbranch
3 (3.28) showing 62.72 degree of freedom.
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In Hold back forMaking Decision factor, the p-value was 0.017 with a t-value of2.45
which shows significant at 0.05 level. The mean ofbranch 2 (2.47) was lower than the mean of
branch 3 (2.85) showing 74.03 degree of freedom.
Among the rest of the factors, there was no significance. The p-value ranged from 0.007
to 0.877.
(A detailed listing of all value for this category is in Appendix B)
Table 7; Comparison of factor means between Sarakram branch (#2) and Leiy branch(#3)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)















significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 5: Comparison of factor means between branch 2 and branch 4
Between branch 2 and 4 comparison, there was one significant difference among the
factors. In Leadership ofMembers factor, the p-value was 0.059 (t-value of 1.91) which shows
significant at 0.10 level. The mean ofbranch 2 (4.17) was higher than the mean ofbranch 4
(3.90) showing 99.79 degree of freedom.
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Among the rest of the factors, there was no significance. The p-value ranged from 0.059
to 0.879.
(A detailed listing of all value for this category is in Appendix B)
Table 8: comparison of leadership factor means between Sarakram branch (#2) and Head
office (#4)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)











significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Category 6: comparison of factor means between branch 3 and 4
Between branch 3 and 4 comparison, the "Use of the group effort factor was significant
difference with the p-value was 0.014 (t-value at 2.51) which is significant at 0.05 level. The
mean ofbranch 3 (3.29) was higher than the mean ofbranch 4 (2.9) showing 81.78 degree of
freedom.
Among the rest of the factors, there was no significance. The p-value
ranged from 0.014
to 0.595. (A detailed listing of all value for this category is in Appendix B)
28
Table 9; Comparison ofTeam factor means between Leiy branch (3#) and Head
office (#4)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)












significant at the 0 . 10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
Ranking of the five problem areas
According to table10, it showed the top five problem ranking areas
in these four
branches. In branchl (Khonkaen Yone), cooperation of co-workers was the first concerned
problem area showing the mean of 2.74. The
second concerned problem was company policy
and strategies with the mean of 2.37. The third problem was motivation to do job better with the
mean of 2.20. The fourth problem was finance and budgeting problem with the mean of 1.63 and
the last concern problem was good knowledge in job with the mean of 1 .57.
In branch2 (Sarakram), the top problem which management
should improve was
company policy and
strategies with the mean of 3.81. The second highest concern was finance
and budgeting with the mean of 2.87. The third
one was motivation to do job better with the
mean of 1 .83. The fourth problem was customer complaints
with the mean of 1 .29. And the fifth
problem was adequate training to do job.
In branch3 (Leiy), the first concern problem was finance
and budgeting with the mean of
3.14. The second one was company policy and
strategies with the mean of 2.36. Motivation to do
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job better was the third problem with the mean of 2.22. The fourth problem was adequate
training to do job with the mean of 1.72. The last problem should be concerned was equipment
and supplies to do job with the mean of 1.14.
In branch4 (headquarter), the worst problem was company policy and strategies with the
mean of 3.33. The second problem was finance and budgeting with the mean of 2.37. Motivation
to do job better was the third concerned problem with the mean of 1.94. The following problem
was adequate training to do job with the mean of 1.19. The last problem was personnel problem
with the mean of 1 . 1 3 .
This showed that employees in different branches have different opinion about the worst
problem in their branches. However one thing that we can see on the table was motivation to do
job better was the third concerned problem in every branch. Ifwe look at the whole organization,
the motivation to do job better should be the first concerned problem that the executive should
take into consideration.
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Table 10: Ranking ofProblem areas by branches
Variable Head office Khonkaen Sarakram Leiy
Mean Rank# Mean Rank# Mean Rank# Mean Rank#
Company policy and strategies 3.33 (D 2.37 (2) 3.81 (1) 2.36 (2)
Finance and budgeting 2.37 (2) 1.63 (4) 2.87 (2) 3.14 (D
Motivation to do job better 1.94 (3) 2.2 (3) 1.83 (3) 2.22 (3)
Adequate training to do job 1.19 (4) 1.26 1.12 (5) 1.72 (4)
Personnel 1.13 (5) 0.2 0.54 0.67
StaffTurnover 1.00 1.03 0.77 0.33
Computer system 0.63 0.74 0.73 0.47
Equipment and supply to do job 0.21 0.54 0.23 1.14 (5)
Good Knowledge in job 0.98 1.57 (5) 0.58 0.72
Safety in workplace 0.15 0.31 0.12 0.47
Paper work 0.33 0.23 0.23 0.11
Cooperation of co-workers 1.10 2.74 (1) 0.88 0.61




With the factor means in six comparisons of: (Khonkaen Yone & Sarakram), (khonkean
Yone & Leiy), Khonkaen & Head office), (Sarakram & Leiy), (Sarakram & Head office), and
(Leiy & Head office), there were 175 employees ofKow-Yoo-Hah company participated in the
survey about teamwork and the decisionmaking environment. The hypothesis stated that
teamwork and decision making processes between branches are different. Fifteen factor means
were found to have a significant difference with a P-vale betwee:. C.l and 0.01 . The following
shows how different factors were in the six comparisons.
1) The comparison of factor means between Khonkaen Yone and Sarakram branches.
There were 35 respondents from the Khonkaen Yone branch and 52 respondents from the
Sarakram branch. Four factor means were found to have a statistically significant difference.
Factor2: Problem identification and organization, the results found that the Khonkaen Yone
branch had a clearer objective to identify problem by using employees who had better skills and
reliability. Factor 3: Rewards for good decisions made by employees at the Khonkaen Yone
branch were happier. They were more effective in their performance. Factor 6: Resource
Adequacy, the higher mean showed that physical tools in the decision making process at the
Khonkaen Yone branch was better than the Sarakram branch. Factor 8: Flexibilities in the
workplace. The mean indicates that the management in Khonkaen Yone branch was more
flexible that the Sarakram branch and employees were allowed free expression.
2) The comparison of factor means between the Khonkaen Yone and Leiy branches.
32
There were 35 respondents at the Khonkaen Yone branch and 36 respondents at the Leiy branch.
Two factor means were found to have a statistically significant difference. Factor 4: Use of group
effort, employees at the Leiy branch used teams in the decisionmaking process more than the
Khonkaen Yone branches. Factor 9: in holding formaking decision, employees at the Leiy
branch more confidant to share their ideas in a team during decision making process.
3) The comparison of factormeans between the Khonkaen Yone and Head office branches.
With thirty-five respondents at the Khonkaen Yone branch and fifty-two respondents from the
Head office, the higher mean showed that the Khonkaen Yone branch had a better impact on the
effective ofdecisionmaking in the workplace. Factor 2: Problem identification and
organization. Through better skills and organization at the teanrvv j.k at Khonkaen Yone branch,
identified their problems and set clear objectives. Factor 3: Rewards for good decisions making
and problem identification were given at the Khonkaen Yone branch. Factor 6: Resource
Adequacy, the higher mean showed that the decision makers in the team used better physical
tools to train their employees and to get them to work hard for the company. The last supporting
factorwas Leadership ofmembers, the Khonkaen Yone branch had better capability in taking a
leadership role to support their decision making.
4) Comparison of factormeans between the Sarakram and Leiy branches.
With fifty-two respondents from Sarakram and thirty-six respondents at the branch, three factor
means were found to have a significant difference. Factor 4: Team and Use of group effort, the
result indicated that employees at the Leiy branch were encouraged to participate in the decision
making process more than employees at Sarakram. Factor 9: Restraint or Hold back for decision
making, the result displayed that employees at the Leiy branch had a better ability to work for
company.
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5) Comparison of factormeans between Sarakram and Head office.
From fifty-two respondents at the Sarakram branch and the fifty-two respondents at the Head
office, there was only one factor found to statistically significant difference which was factor 7:
Leadership ofmembers, the mean showed that employees at the Sarakram branch had a better
ability to solve their problems by respecting everyone's point ofview and supporting team
decisions.
6) Comparison of factor means between the Leiy branch and Head office.
From the thirty-six respondents at the Leiy branch and fifty-two respondents from the Head
office, only factor 4: teamwork and use ofgroup efforts was found to have statistically
significant difference. The mean of the Leiy branch indicated that tv,e Leiy branch used teams in
the decision making process more than the Head office.
Recommendation
Table 8 shows the ranking ofproblem areas at the four branches of the Kow-Yoo-Hah motor
company. The following lists problem areas at the four branches.
1) Head office; Company policy and strategies, Finance and budgeting, Motivation to do job
better, Adequate training to do job, and Personnel problem.
2) Khonkaen branch; Cooperation of co-workers, company policy and strategies, Motivation to
do a job better, Finance and budgeting, and Good knowledge in job.
3) Sarakram branch; Company policy and strategies, Finance and budgeting, Motivation to do
job better, customer complaints, and adequate training.
4) Leiy Branch; Finance and budgeting, company policy and strategies, Motivation to do a job
better, adequate training to do job, and equipment and supplies to do the job.
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We can see that the management in each branch should take into consideration the top five
problem areas, and try to solve the problems. Three branches had several different problem areas
that should be addressed in these individual branches. There are:




- Sarakram branch should find out what the "Customer's
Complaints"
are and improve
their services; otherwise, customer dissatisfaction will increase more in a short time.
- The Leiy should be given more "Equipment and
supplies"
to help employees at the
branch perform their jobs.
The aforementioned suggestions are ways to solve problem in their own branches. By
looking at the ranking number of the Head office and others in table 8, the ranking ofproblems
for the whole organization are as a follows:
Problems number one and two are company policy and strategies, and Finance and
budgeting. Therefore, the company needs to find out what needs to be improved.
- Problem number 3 are Motivation to do the job better. People work for business because
they expect to be fairly compensated from the organization. For instance, rewards that are
based on performance. They may take the form of a bonus, raise, or nonfinancial
recognition.
Problem number four and five are Adequate training to do the job and personnel problem.
Both problems are related. It might start from the compan, policy. The company should
have a clear objective and have people in the right position. After hiring employees, the
company should train them sufficiently. Especially, mechanical and customer service
employees should be trained before interacting with customers.
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Furthermore, the big companies, which are successful in business, say that teamwork is
essential in achieving their goals to support the group decision. Consensus building takes time
and should involve all team members in discussion to ensure that all are stated and understood by
all members of the team.
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Teamwork and Decision Making environment Survey
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TeamworkMeasurement inAuto Repair Service department
atKow-yoo-Hah
Note to Participant: This is a survey of Siriruk Angsanant, a current graduate student ofRochester
Institute of Technology, Rochester, NY, USA. The majority of the questions are developed ftom the
research, "Measurement of the Team DecisionMaking
Environment"
by Edward Stockham, PhD. Food,
Hotel, andTravelManagement,Rochester Institute ofTechnology, Rochester, NY, andUSA
Parti answering the questions on this survey (Part2), Please think of your current jobs, then
briefly describe your responsibility in theworkprocess.
Part2
Instruction: Please read the following statement Then choose the extent that you agree or disagree with
each statement. Circle the response that best describewhat you think by using the scale:
NA = applicable; SD
=
Strongly disagree; D
= disagree; U = uncertain; A == agree; SA = strong agree
1 . The company has adequate access to equipment like calculators, computers,
telephone, tools, etc. to alloweveryone to do good work.
NA SD D U A SA
2. Peoplewho offer good ideas are fairly rewarded. NA SD D U A SA
3. Decision-makerswant to hear deferent points ofview. NA SD D U A SA
4. Management provides enough support to carry out decisions. NA SD D U A SA
5 . People involve in decision make sure they identify the real (right) problem. NA SD D U A SA
6. It is easy to get things done because decision-makers
know who is in charge
and who to ask for help.
NA SD D U A SA
7. People working on problems have the skills
needed to solve them. NA SD D U A SA
8. There are a lot of
"steps"
to go through before anything can be
accomplished.
NA SD D U A SA
9. People who make good decision receive the rewards they deserve. NA SD D U A SA
10. Decision-makers have access to relevant information from all levels of the company. NA SD D U A SA
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11. The equipment (calculators, computers, tools, etc.) used to aid decision
making in this companyworks reliably.
NA SD D U A SA
12. One or a few people dominate decisions in this company. NA SD D U A SA
13. This company has goodways tomeasure the performance of itsmember. NA SD D u A SA
14. Decision-makers appreciate and take advantage ofeach other's differences,
strengths, and unique capabilities.
NA SD D u A SA
15. Decisions are usually made by individuals, not teams of people in this
company.
NA SD D u A SA
16. The reward system is designed to benefit members who solve the company's
problems.
NA SD D u A SA
17. There are not enough physical resources such as tools, computing
equipment, office space, communication systems, supplies to support good
decision-making.
NA SD D u A SA
18. There are toomany policies and procedures controlling decisions. NA SD D u A SA
19. Employees are encouraged to try new ideas in this company. NA SD D u A SA
20. Changes are usually opposed inmis company because they cost toomuch. NA SD D u A SA
21 . This company often uses special groups like project teams, and work groups
to address problems that sometimes come up.
NA SD D u A SA
22. Adequate rewards are provided to encourage employees to offer new ides. NA SD D u A SA
23. Information about a problem is obtained frommany different sources. NA SD D u A SA
24. Information about problems is accurate. NA SD D u A SA
25 . There is a lot ofbribery activitywhen decisions are made. NA SD D u A SA
26. Clear objectives are set for decisions. NA SD D u A SA
27. Decision-makers arewilling to take some risks. NA SD D u A SA
28. Employees feel free to disagreewithmanagement NA SD D u A SA
29. People are encouraged to discuss problems with other company employees
whenmaking decision
NA SD D u A SA
30. There are a few powerful people in this company who always influence
decisions.
NA SD D u A SA
3 1 . Many possible solutions to problems are generated and considered.
NA SD D u A SA
32. Important decisions are usuallymade be uppermanagement only.
NA SD D u A SA
33. What you are trying to accomplish ismeaningful to team.
NA SD D u A SA
34. You sometimes accept ideas ifpoor quality because they are orders. NA SD D u A SA
35. You can find several ways ofapproaching any assignment
NA SD D u A SA
36. You sometimes surprise or shock others with some unexpected behavior.
NA SD D u A SA
37. You find ways for others to contribute to the goal of the group.
NA SD D u A SA
38. You sometimes listen too much to what others have to say.
NA SD D u A SA
39. You sometimes avoid taking a leadership role when you could.
NA SD D u A SA
40. Producing ideas is one ofyour naturals.
NA SD D u A SA
4 1 . You come to life when the group brainstorms ways to
solve a problem. NA SD D u A SA
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42. You try to steer the group's thinking in the right direction in making
decisions.
NA SD D U A SA
43. You toy to support all good suggestions made in a discussion. NA SD D U A SA
44. Your leadership helps the group heading towards agree-upon goal. NA SD D U A SA
45. You are interested in everyone's point ofview. NA SD D U A SA
46. You rarely have a chance to tell your team how you feel with the working
process.
NA SD D U A SA
Part3 Rating ofProblemAreas
Based on your past experience, please pick the top 5 problem areas in your operation from the list below
and rank those 5 areas from 1 (most probable area) to 5 (the fifth probably area).




) Adequate Training to dojob
)Motivation to do job better
) StaffTurnover
) Computer System
) Equipment and Supplies to do job
) GoodKnowledge injob
) Safety inWork Place
) PaperWork
) Cooperation ofCo-workers
Part4 Additional Information for Data Analysis
The information you provide below will be held in strictest
confidence and used only for data analysis. We
truly appreciate your voluntary
participation in this assessment of the department and the company's
workplace environment.
Sex: ( )Female ( )
Male
Age:( )Under25 ( ) 26-35 ( )
36-45 ( ) 46-55 ( )over56
Number ofyears working in auto
service department:
( )0-3 ( ) 4-6 ( ) 7-9 ( )
10-12 ( ) over 13
Number ofyears working in this
company: ( )0-3 ( ) 4-6 ( ) 7-9 ( ) 10-12 ( )over 13
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Number ifyears working in Current position: ( )0-3( ) 4-6 ( )7-9 ( )10-12 ( )over 13




Detailed Table for t-Tests
(Table 11 through 16)
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Table!1: Comparison of factormeans between ofKhonekaen Yone
branch (#1) and Sarakram branch (#2)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)










































significant at the 0. 10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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TableU: Comparison of factormeans between Khonkaen Yone
branch (#1) and Leiy branch (#3)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)










































significant at the 0. 10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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Tablel3: Comparison of factormeans between Khonkaen Yone
Branch (#1) and Head office (#4) >
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)












































significant at the 0. 10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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Tablel4: Comparison of factormeans between
Sarakram branch (#2) and Leiy branch (#3)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)










































significant at the 0. 10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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TablelS; Comparison of factormeans between Sarakram




Mean T-value df p-value
2 52 3.58







































significant at the 0. 1 0 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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Tablel6: Comparison of factormeans between Leiy
Branch (#3) and Head office (#4)
Factors VS Sample Size
(N)











































significant at the 0. 10 level
**
significant at the 0.05 level
***
significant at the 0.01 level
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